The purpose of this study is to examine students' perceptions of L1 translations when learning L2 vocabulary as a pre-listening activity and to investigate their listening comprehension test performance. Higher and lower level Japanese university students were required to learn vocabulary as a pre-listening activity. Both levels were divided into two groups. One group was asked to learn vocabulary items using L1 translations, whereas the other used L2 definitions. Previous research has suggested that using L1 translations is preferable for lower level students. However, the results of the present study contradict the findings of previous studies. The present study shows that both higher and lower level students tended to prefer L2 definitions when learning L2 vocabulary, and that this tendency was stronger among lower level students. Moreover, regarding listening comprehension test performance, the results show that higher level students who used L1 translations consistently outperformed those who used L2 definitions, although lower level students did not show such consistency.
Introduction

Introduction of the Study
This study examines students' perceptions of L1 use in the EFL classroom. Japan is a largely monolingual society in which nearly all students are native speakers of Japanese. Consequently, there have been ongoing debates concerning whether or not teachers should use their students' L1 in EFL classrooms. This study investigated students' perceptions of L1 use as they completed a listening comprehension test. I began by examining the listening test results to determine whether L1 use was a more effective learning mode for participants when compared to L2 use alone. I then administered a questionnaire to determine participants' preferences for L1 or L2 use in vocabulary learning.
Literature Review
There are a variety of commonly used second or foreign language teaching approaches and methods, especially for teaching new vocabulary items. Various studies have examined the effectiveness of students using their L1s and the rationales for doing so, in addition to the positive aspects of L2 use alone and its impact on students. Generally, previous research shows that L1 use by learners is more effective and less laborious for both students and teachers (Afzai, 2013; Al-balawi, 2016; Soulignavong & Souvannasy, 2009 ). Shuchi and Islam (2016) suggested that "a judicious and moderate use of L1 does not hinder learning; rather, it assists, aids and facilitates the teaching and learning process thus providing the teacher with an effective pedagogical tool for maximizing the learning outcomes" (p. 62). This teaching method (i.e., the bilingual approach) is an efficient strategy, particularly when students have low English proficiencies. However, other studies are supportive of L2 use alone (i.e., the monolingual approach), which is an appropriate teaching strategy when students are heterogeneous in terms of their language backgrounds.
The main reason for supporting a monolingual approach is that it provides L2 exposure (Ellis, 2005; Turnbull, 2001) ; students have many more opportunities for L2 exposure if their teacher adopts a monolingual approach. In addition, an excessive use of L1 also "could have a de-motivating effect on students" (Mahmoudi & Amirkhiz, 2011, p. 135) . On the other hand, the principal reason for supporting a bilingual approach is that L1 use facilitates comprehension, particularly when students are learning the meanings of unknown words (Cook, 2001; Joyce, 2015; Liao, 2006; Liu, 2008; Nation, 2003) . Using L1 translations to explain the meaning of a word is a "time-saving device" (Harbord, 1992, p. 353) and also an "attractive short cut" when teachers have an L1 in common with their students (Alroe & Reinders, 2015, p. 54) . Although Alroe and Reinders (2015) did not support Prince's (1996) contention that L1 use is a good strategy for learning new vocabulary, it is generally considered beneficial in facilitating students' vocabulary learning. In fact, Afzal (2013) argued that "limited and judicious use of the mother tongue in the English classroom does not reduce students' exposure to English, but rather can assist in the teaching and learning processes" (p. 1851). For example, Edstrom (2006) examined 15 false-beginner students in her university-level Spanish course, and noted that students' use of L1 (English) for a pre-listening activity might have made their L2 (Spanish) video input more salient. In fact, with the L1 pre-listening activity, the students' understanding of the video was good.
Various empirical studies have been conducted regarding pre-listening activities; some have adopted a monolingual approach and included only L2 experiments, whereas others have taken a bilingual approach and asked participants to use both their L1 and L2. If students are heterogeneous in terms of their language backgrounds, the former might be a good choice. However, in a monolingual classroom, using only an L2 might not produce positive effects with respect to students' performances and perceptions. Chang and Read (2008) investigated four types of pre-listening activities and students' anxiety levels by adopting a bilingual approach with English and Chinese. Participants in their study included 160 university students in Taiwan. The researchers found that a vocabulary activity was more likely to result in high anxiety levels and poor performances when compared to three types of pre-listening activities. Moreover, at both higher and lower proficiency levels, students with high post-test anxiety performed poorly on the listening comprehension test. Considering Liao's (2006) finding that learning anxiety is reduced and motivation enhanced by L1 use, it is expected that students' anxiety levels will decrease and their performance improve through L1 use during a pre-listening activity. Thus, the present study compares a monolingual pre-listening approach with a bilingual one.
Methodology
Method
In this study, I investigate students' perceptions of using their L1 to learn L2 vocabulary prior to a listening comprehension test. Participants completed a multiple-choice listening comprehension test twice each week. They were divided into two groups: One was asked to learn the vocabulary items using their L1 (Japanese), whereas the other used only their L2 (English). Before taking each test, participants were given a list of vocabulary items from the spoken text, which was recorded as audio onto a compact disc. I analyzed the students' test scores in order to ascertain the effectiveness of using their L1 to learn L2 vocabulary. I also administered a paper-and-pencil questionnaire to gauge how participants felt about using their L1 during the pre-listening activities.
Participants
Participants comprised 92 first-year students aged from 18 to 20 enrolled in General English classes at a private Japanese university; all were native speakers of Japanese from the Faculty of Science and Engineering who had been learning English as a foreign language for six years or more. Each participant completed a placement test one day after beginning their university studies; five days later, they were placed into a suitable class based on the test results. These 90-minute classes were compulsory for all first-year students and held twice on a weekly basis.
I conducted experiments in each of the four classes, which varied in size between 23 and 32 students. However, not all students were willing to take part in the experiments. Thus, to equate groups of the same level, I chose 24 students from each of the higher level classes, and 22 students from each of the lower level classes. The students selected from the upper-intermediate classes (i.e., Classes 1 and 2) included 18 males and 6 females in the former, and 19 males and 5 females in the latter. Classes 3 and 4 were intermediate level; given that there were no female students available to select from Class 4, it was necessary to choose male students from Class 3 in order to create a balance with respect to gender. Fifteen minutes were allotted to the experiment at the beginning of each class.
Materials
Participants were asked to take a listening comprehension test once a week, three times in total. Each test contained two dialogues and two monologues. Six dialogues and six monologues were taken from the Official Guide to the New TOEIC Test, Vol. 3 without modification. Each dialogue or monologue included three multiple-choice questions with four separate answer options. For the Test of English for International Communication Listening and Reading (TOEIC L&R), questions and options are written on the same sheet of paper; however, for this experiment, only the options were presented in written form, and participants were required to listen to the questions and spoken text while attempting to comprehend them. Although it would have been easier for students if the questions were supplied on the sheet, I hypothesized that differences between the four groups would be more evident if only the options were presented in written form.
Procedure
Two types of pre-listening activities were compared in this study. One utilized a bilingual approach, whereby students were instructed to memorize vocabulary items using L1 translations; the other adopted a monolingual approach, whereby participants were asked to memorize the same vocabulary items using L2 definitions. Students were then required to complete a listening comprehension test three separate times; each test contained four spoken texts comprising two dialogues and two monologues. I compiled vocabulary lists containing five keywords or phrases from each spoken text, and every test included four spoken texts; hence, each vocabulary list comprised 20 items. An example of one vocabulary list can be found in Appendix A.
For students in Classes 1 and 3, vocabulary items were listed together with their L1 translations; for those in Classes 2 and 4, vocabulary items were listed in conjunction with their L2 definitions. Each target word or phrase was presented in isolation, without a sample sentence. Before listening to each text, participants were asked to silently read five vocabulary items from the list for one minute. Next, they listened to three questions about the text. Students in Classes 1 and 3 listened to L1 translations of the questions, whereas those in Classes 2 and 4 listened to the questions only in English. I provided a verbal on-the-spot translation of each question for Classes 1 and 3; however, I did not assist Classes 2 and 4. Students next listened to the spoken text and three questions a second time, and then were asked to answer the questions.
After conducting the experiments, I analyzed the listening comprehension test results in order to identify differences between students who received L1 translations of the vocabulary items and those who received L2 definitions. In addition, through statistical analysis, I examined differences between the four classes with respect to their listening comprehension test performance.
Research Questions
The following research questions are posed in this study: 1) Are satisfaction levels higher among students who learn vocabulary using L1 translations when compared to those who learn vocabulary using L2 definitions?
2) Do students who learn vocabulary using L1 translations prefer a bilingual or monolingual approach?
3) Is performance superior among students who take part in an L1 pre-listening activity when compared to those who take part in an L2 activity? 4) Do L1 translations help students achieve higher scores on a listening comprehension test? 5) What differences are there between higher and lower level students?
Results
Listening Comprehension Test Performance
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine whether or not there were any interaction effects related to the students' L1 use; descriptive statistics for the listening comprehension test scores are shown in Tables 1-6. The results indicate that students who adopted a bilingual rather than monolingual approach exhibited seemingly superior performance; nevertheless, the differences between them were statistically insignificant. As for the higher level (upper-intermediate) groups, students in Class 1 continuously outperformed those in Class 2, whose activity did not involve L1 use. Regarding the lower level (intermediate) groups, Table 5 shows that students in Class 3 outperformed those in Class 4 (the mean scores were 6.273 and 5.833 for Classes 3 and 4, respectively). However, Table 4 indicates that students in Class 4, who used only their L2, outperformed those in Class 3 on two tests (i.e., Tests 1 and 2), whereas students in Class 3 scored higher only once on Test 3. Vol. 7, No. 3; 
Follow-up Survey
After the experiments, participants were asked to respond to a two-item survey designed to obtain additional information. First, students who had adopted a bilingual approach responded to the following statement on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree):
My assigned pre-listening activity was helpful in understanding the spoken texts and improved my performance on the listening comprehension tests. As a result, I would like to learn vocabulary items using my L1 (i.e., Japanese translations).
Those who took a monolingual approach responded to the following statement:
My assigned pre-listening activity was helpful in understanding the spoken texts and improved my Vol. 7, No. 3; performance on the listening comprehension tests. As a result, I would like to learn vocabulary items using my L2 (i.e., English definitions).
Students then answered the following question:
When you listen to questions during a listening comprehension test, do you prefer to hear only English (L2), or do you need a Japanese (L1) translation?
The questionnaires were presented to students in Japanese; their English translations are provided in Appendix B. Participants' responses are summarized in Tables 7-12. As shown in Tables 7 and 9 , higher level students were more inclined to consider their assigned pre-listening activity helpful. Tables 7 and 9 also reveal that, for both levels, those who adopted a monolingual approach were more likely to be satisfied with their assigned pre-listening activity. No students who adopted a monolingual approach perceived their assigned activity to be unhelpful (see Tables 8 and 10 ). Question 2 asked students whether they preferred to hear only English (L2) when listening to questions, or a translation into Japanese (L1) as well. In all four classes, more than half of the participants preferred to hear only English (see Tables 11 and 12 
Discussion and Conclusion
This study has illustrated some differences between monolingual and bilingual approaches when administering a listening comprehension test in the EFL classroom. Indeed, the participants were more likely to prefer a monolingual approach. For example, the follow-up survey results show that the mean scores for students who preferred a monolingual approach were 4.292 and 3.864 among higher and lower level students, respectively. In contrast, the mean scores for students who preferred a bilingual approach were 4.042 and 3.500 for higher and lower level students, respectively (see Tables 7 and 9 ). This finding is surprising given that the participants achieved higher performance when using a bilingual method, particularly among higher level students, whose mean scores on the listening comprehension tests were 7.722 and 6.778 for a bilingual and monolingual approach, respectively (see Table 2 ).
Various factors might have affected the aforementioned results, including the listening materials that were used (i.e., TOEIC L&R), which are monolingual in their approach and familiar to the participants. The TOEIC L&R is a high-stakes examination in Japan, and thus first-year students at the university are given ample opportunities to prepare for it in order to achieve the highest possible scores. Likewise, the textbook used by participants in their General English classes contains TOEIC L&R exercises, and teachers have students work on these exercises in class. Consequently, it is likely that their anxiety levels were relatively low during the experiment. Additionally, first-year students are required to take a course named Oral English, which is taught by a native speaker of English. Therefore, it can be assumed that the participants were accustomed to hearing English despite being native speakers of Japanese.
The previously mentioned factors possibly contributed to the participants' inclination toward a monolingual approach. If they had not been accustomed to monolingual testing or hearing English, their perceptions might have been different. Indeed, this view is supported by three students' opinions. Two students in Class 1 and one in Class 3 voluntarily shared their feelings regarding L1 use. One upper-intermediate student said, "I think it is strange to hear a Japanese translation during a test, since we are only allowed to hear English in real testing situations." Another upper-intermediate student confessed that he does not want to hear Japanese, because he strives not to rely on it when studying English. An intermediate student made a similar comment and said, "Hearing a Japanese translation discourages me, because I want to think in English."
One issue remains unresolved, however. This research has indicated that higher level students were less likely to prefer a monolingual approach. This result contradicts previous studies. Prior research generally indicates that using an L1 is more beneficial for lower level students when compared to their higher level counterparts. For example, none of the lower level students in Wen and Johnson's (1997) study considered L1 translations harmful to their L2 learning, although higher level students felt that using an L1 would hinder their progress. Moreover, using L1 translations is also a more attractive and easier method for teachers. Atkinson (1993) argued that, for most teachers in most settings, teaching entirely in students' L2 is "simply too tall an order" (p. 3). As mentioned previously, using students' L1 is a "time-saving device" (Harbord, 1992, p. 353) , and also an "attractive short cut" when teachers share an L1 with their students (Alroe & Reinders, 2015, p. 54) .
There are several possible reasons for the present study's results. First, the participants were all engineering students, and their major might have affected their preferences in some manner. Liao's (2006) Vol. 7, No. 3; both English proficiency and academic major caused significant differences in students' beliefs about L1 translations. Liao categorized participants according to whether or not they were foreign language majors. He found that foreign language majors tended to have negative beliefs about using L1 translations, whereas non-foreign language majors did not. The present study did not compare engineering students with students majoring in other subjects; thus, I cannot make a definitive statement concerning this matter. However, it might be possible to infer from Liao's study that engineering students, both in his study and the present one, did not possess negative beliefs regarding L1 use because they were not foreign language majors. If substantiated, such a presumption would also contradict the present study's results. This issue should therefore be investigated further.
Second, it might be that the higher level students in the present study used L1 translations in a different manner than the lower level students. To put it differently, higher level students may have sought emphatic understanding of a given word, whereas their lower level counterparts were satisfied with a more basic understanding. Liao (2006) pointed out that proficient and less proficient learners had "different understandings of translation and how it should be used in learning English" (p. 208). Less proficient learners in Liao's study translated word by word, whereas proficient learners used L1 translations only when necessary.
Several limitations of this study must be highlighted. First, a multiple-choice listening comprehension test was used, and thus some of the lower level students might have answered questions simply by guessing. It is apparent that L1 translations helped higher level students perform better on the listening comprehension tests. Tables 1  and 2 revealed that students in Class 1 consistently outperformed those in Class 2. In contrast, it is not clear that using L1 translations was helpful for lower level students. Table 5 showed that the mean scores of Class 3 were higher than those for Class 4; however, Table 4 revealed that students in Class 3 only outperformed those in Class 4 once. Hence, there is not conclusive evidence that adopting a bilingual approach helps lower level students to achieve higher performance.
Furthermore, participants were tested just three times; as such, it might have been prudent to test them several more times in order to reach a more definitive conclusion. Likewise, students in Classes 1 and 3 took a wholly bilingual approach, whereas those in Classes 2 and 4 adopted a wholly monolingual approach. Consequently, they did not have an opportunity to compare two types of pre-listening activities. Their perceptions might have been different (1) if they had completed five listening comprehension tests after adopting a monolingual approach, followed by five additional tests using a bilingual approach; (2) if they had completed five listening comprehension tests after adopting a bilingual approach, followed by five additional tests using a monolingual approach; or (3) if they had completed 10 tests using two different types of pre-listening activities for each test in an alternating fashion. These limitations should be examined in future studies.
There are a multitude of societies and cultures worldwide. If students are heterogeneous in terms of their language backgrounds, perhaps the exclusive use of an L2 is acceptable. Prior research has generally shown that bilingual approaches may be superior when learning new vocabulary items, especially for lower level students. However, the findings of this study are not necessarily compatible with previous research. When compared to relying on L2 definitions, higher level students performed better on listening comprehension tests when learning L2 vocabulary items using L1 translations. It is nevertheless difficult to say whether learning new L2 vocabulary with L1 translations helped them perform better on the listening comprehension tests, as higher level students tended to prefer a monolingual approach (i.e., learning L2 vocabulary using L2 definitions). This tendency was even more apparent among lower level students, although their listening comprehension test performance was inconsistent. These findings contradict prior studies; hence, this is a topic that warrants further exploration. listening comprehension test.
First, please read the following statement and indicate whether you (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither agree nor disagree, (4) agree, or (5) strongly agree:
My assigned pre-listening activity was helpful in understanding the spoken texts and improved my performance on the listening comprehension tests. As a result, I would like to learn vocabulary items using my L1 (i.e., Japanese translations). 1 2 3 4 5
Second, please read the following question and choose the response that best reflects your preference:
